
The AI interface will generate facilitation cues 
to support users to reach their meeting goals. 
Additionally, it will extract key elements from 
the meeting as Generative UI-​based 
representations with affordances for post-​hoc 
reflection and team co-​ordination. 

Outcomes include real-​time facilitation cues  
that encourage the group to reframe the 
approach to a problem. Between meetings, the 
system generates dynamic representations 
from conversational data in pre-​filled 
structured templates tailored to post-​hoc 
decision-​making needs. These representations 
include affordances to transform and modify 
insights, producing signals that can be mined 
and resurfaced to support alignment and 
coordination in future meetings.

The real-​time cues scaffold thinking and help 
teams stay oriented toward meeting goals, 
while the interactive representations for post-​
hoc reflection reduce the cognitive effort 
required to track key conversational elements. 
These representations allow collaborators to 
actively transform meeting content into 
actionable artifacts. This shared awareness of 
how meeting content is structured and 
reinterpreted can support stronger alignment 
and coordination across future meetings.Pe
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Interaction design/usage strategy Intermediary task outcomes

Scaffolding how a group approaches a problem 
in different directions allows the team to 
explore the design space more widely, rather 
than being constrained to a limited space. 
Representations aligned with meeting goals 
facilitates streamlined reflection on 
conversational data. Insights from how 
collaborators transform the representations 
could surface tensions around what each 
person prefers, facilitating decision-​making 
that is more cognizant of each other’s 
differences.

The final outcomes are more thoughtful 
collaborative work during the meeting. 
Additionally, the goal is to lower the cognitive 
barrier to engage in reflection and to convert 
conversational insights into different 
representations. Finally, another outcome is to 
reduce the effort required to surface 
collaborator perspectives, and achieve 
alignment on dimensions of importance, 
preference and coordination across meetings.

Final task outcomes

Thoughtful collaboration can improve the 
quality of meeting outcomes. Flexible meeting 
representations can alleviate effort spent on 
tracking information and transforming 
artifacts. Awareness around collaborator 
preferences can lead to thoughtful decision-​
making. These outcomes can be assessed 
through expert panel evaluation of final 
outputs, self-​report measures of effort and 
satisfaction, and even time to converge on 
decisions.

When teams have exhausted obvious 
directions and are unsure how to move 
forward, real-​time cueing can help re-​orient 
attention and expand the space of 
possibilities. However, this support may fail 
when it demands significant attentional 
management.

Between meetings, dynamic representations 
can help unearth insights buried in 
transcripts when collaborators need to 
transform information in different ways. This 
may be hard when the generated 
representations miss subtle nuances  that 
was not explicitly expressed in the meeting.

People may appreciate these intermediary 
outcomes as they notice meetings gaining 
momentum and reaching goals in a more 
meaningful way through real-​time facilitation 
cues. They may also recognize that organizing 
and reworking conversational insights via 
interactive representations requires less effort 
than rearranging data from transcripts or 
summaries for different goals. Over time, 
these interactions can help collaborators 
better understand each other’s preferences 
and perspectives, streamlining alignment and 
improving decision-​making. 

How the process of 
using the AI tool and 
its outcomes is 
experienced by users 
(e.g. how they 
experience the 
cognitive work they 
are doing).
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The 'objective' quality 
of the process and 
the outcomes – i.e. 
what makes them 
'good' or desirable 
(e.g. critical thinking, 
understanding, new 
insights, learning).

How people use and 
interact with the AI 
tool for a specific 
activity (first column) 
and what outcomes 
this provides, 
enables, or leads to 
(second and third 
column).

It can help with providing scaffolding to 
achieve meeting objectives during the meeting. 
For post-​meeting reflection, it is aimed to help 
reduce the cognitive burden to track, identify 
and reflect on key aspects from the 
conversation in a way that aligns with the 
needs of the meeting. Additionally, having 
affordances to transform these representations 
could yield signals about tensions and 
alignment that could be useful for informed 
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An AI-​based meeting support paradigm that provides 
real-​time facilitation cues and leverages generative 
UI from conversational data to scaffold post-​hoc 
reflection, shared understanding, and improved 
coordination

The AI tool's key characteristics

Our envisioned paradigm aims to augment how 
teams think during meetings with real-​time 
facilitation cues and dynamically generated 
interactive representations of meeting content with 
affordances to elicit responses for post-​hoc 
alignment and co-​ordination.  

The AI tool plays the role of a facilitator to provide 
momentum during the meeting and helping teams 
between meetings by generating representations 
with affordances to surface tensions, preferences for 
the group that help collaborators align for future 
meetings. The motivation for the paradigm's 
characteristics is two fold:

(i) When teams don't have access to timely and 
relevant scaffolding, they might not be able to 
effectively making meaningful progress or reaching 
their goals. 

(ii) Transcripts often contain important insights 
nestled with irrelevant data. While summaries can 
oversimplify and dilute key details, Generative UI 
could be a middle ground by dynamically creating 
representations for reflection with affordances 
tailored to the meeting’s goals, supporting 
alignment, and coordination among collaborators 
between meetings.

What would you like to take away from the workshop?
I hope to gain perspectives on extracting Generative UI with 
coordination affordances from conversational data, and learn how 
others envision this paradigm being applicable to their own 
work/research. I would also like feedback and methodological guidance 
on how to study this paradigm experimentally, particularly around 
quantitative measures. Finally, I hope to identify blindspots that I need 
to be cognizant of for this, and potentially connect with collaborators 
interested in building or evaluating similar systems.
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What you would like to discuss
I would like insights around empirically investigating 
the role of Generative UI in collaborative settings for 
supporting post-​hoc reflection and decision-​making 
in collaborative meetings. In particular, I would 
appreciate guidance on evaluation strategies and 
appropriate metrics for measuring alignment and 
coordination outcomes.

How do you expect people to continue 
using this AI tool?
Successful adoption of the cueing system likely 
depends on how well the mechanism adapts to real 
conversational dynamics. People may abandon it if 
interventions feel mistimed or disruptive, but this 
can potentially be improved upon using conversation 
repair techniques. Use of the representations may 
also drop when meeting intentionality is unclear, 
leading to representations that don't fully align with 
meeting needs. A human-​in-​the-​loop approach that 
lets teams refine meeting goals over time could help 
the system better align with evolving context and 
needs.

How to proceed with this work/idea?
I plan to compare different meeting scenarios and 
their corresponding Generative UI representations 
against transcripts and summaries. This will help 
identify frictions in adopting these representations 
and clarify when transcripts, summaries, or 
representations are preferred. I also aim to explore 
what kinds of coordination emerge when 
collaborators elicit and externalize preferences 
through Generative-​UI based representations.

How do people's goals 'interact with' 
the AI tool's goals? Is there a tension?
(i) Cues during the meeting: The tension is that the 
AI’s cue timing may not always align with when users 
are ready to shift focus. Since attention is distributed 
unevenly during conversation, cues could sometimes 
pull attention away from ongoing discussion, even 
though they may also keep the group on track and 
aligned with the meeting agenda.

(ii) Reflection vs. engagement: Users may not always 
be in a reflective thinking mode, which means that 
reducing effort could lead them to overlook 
important aspects of the conversation. Additionally, 
if the generated representation does not align with 
the user’s mental model of what they need (even if it 
aligns with the meeting’s goals), it may reduce 
willingness to engage with or transform the 
representation.

(iii) Willingness to externalize thoughts 
asynchronously: Collaborators may not always want 
to externalize their thoughts between meetings, and 
may prefer to surface tensions only during 
synchronous discussion. In such cases, only limited 
insights can be resurfaced.

design strategy collaboration, meeting support, creativity, future of work
reasoning, critical thinking, reflection, exploration, 
planning, decision-​making
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